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DETAILED ACTION 

This is the initial response to the office action filled October 20, 2003. Claims 1-10 are 
pending and are considered below. 

Claim Objections 

Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to specifically define a term 
of a claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written description must clearly redefine 
the claim term and set forth the uncommon definition so as to put one reasonably skilled 
in the art on notice that the applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. Process 
Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999). The term "voice recognizing" in claim 1 is used by the claim to mean, 
"recognizing a voice command", while the accepted meaning is "recognizing the identity 
of the voice." The term is indefinite because the specification does not clearly redefine 
the term. A more appropriate term would be "speech recognition", which is the 
recognition of spoken words, including voice commands. 

Claim 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 3 recites the 
term "S/N of a user voice", however no clear definition of "S/N" is provided. Therefore 
the examiner interprets "S/N" as a signal to noise ratio for a voice signal, this 
interpretation used throughout the remainder of this application. Appropriate correction 
is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1,5,9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Storm ("Intelligent Barge-in in Conversational Systems" ICSLP 2000). 

As per claim 1,9 and 10, Storm discloses a voice interactive system, comprising: an 
acoustic processing part for performing acoustic signal processing with respect to an 
input voice signal (page 652, section 1. Introduction, last paragraph, a barge-in is 
detected based on short term acoustic measurements)] a voice recognizing part for 
recognizing contents of a voice contained in the voice signal after being subjected to the 
acoustic signal processing (page 652, section 1 . Introduction, last paragraph, 
verification of the barge-in is performed using the confidence measure from the speech 
recognizer)] a voice interacting part for transmitting information to a user through a 
voice output or a combination of the voice output and another information transmission 
unit based on the contents of the voice (page 652, Abstract and section 1 . Introduction, 
the system disclosed resolves barge-in problems in conversational systems, and 
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specifically attempts to determine when it is appropriate to enable the user to barge-in 
during dialogue states. Therefore it is inherent that the system transmits information to 
the user through voice output or a combination of voice output and another information 
transmission unit); and a barge-in control part having a barge-in function of suspending 
transmission of information by an input or an output of the acoustic processing part, or 
an input signal from an external input in the course of the transmission of information, 
wherein the barge-in control part detects one or more feature values from the input or 
the output of the acoustic processing part, or the input signal from the external input, 
and determines whether or not the barge-in function is set to be effective based on the 
one or more feature values (page 653, section 3. Verification, the detection of a barge- 
in, which determines if the system output is turned off or not, is detected by comparing 
the recognition confidence score to a threshold). 

As per claim 5, Strom discloses the voice interactive system according to claim 1 , 
wherein the voice interacting part notifies the user of an effective/non-effective state of 
the barge-in function using at least one of a voice and another information transmission 
unit (page 654, section 5. Declining Barge-in, the system uses pre-emphasis and 
increasing of the loudness of the system output to indicate to the user that a barge-in 
was not allowed (non-effective)). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-4 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Strom in view of Stifelman (7, 1 43,039), 

As per claim 2, Strom discloses the voice interactive system according to claim 1 , 
however Strom does not explicitly state wherein at least one of the one or more feature 
values is a noise feature value, and the barge-in function is set to be non-effective in a 
case where the noise feature value exceeds a predetermined threshold value. However, 
Storm does disclose that verification is performed on an input signal to determine if the 
audio is a user utterance, background noise or non-speech sound such as a cough 
(page 653, section 3. Verification, first paragraph). In addition, Stifelman discloses 
detecting noise and comparing it to a predetermined threshold (column 24 lines 34-37). 
When the noise exceeds the predetermined threshold value a fall-back flag is set, which 
indicates voice recognition errors. The system then tries to correct the recognition error, 
in order to complete the barge-in. Strom and Stifelman both disclose systems to 
prevent falsely triggered barge-ins. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use a noise feature value, and have the barge-in function set to be 
non-effective in a case where the noise feature value exceeds a predetermined 
threshold value in Strom, since it would enable the system to distinguish between 
noise, or other audible signals, and a user utterance, thus preventing the system from 
needlessly interrupting the delivery of content, as indicated in Stifelman (column 19 
lines 26-29 and column 23 lines 24-27). 

As per claim 3, Strom discloses the voice interactive system according to claim 1 , 
however Strom does not explicitly state wherein at least one of the one or more feature 
values is a S/N (signal-to-noise ratio) of a user voice, and the barge-in function is set to 
be effective in a case where the S/N exceeds a predetermined threshold value. 
However, Storm does disclose that verification is performed on an input signal to 
determine if the audio is a user utterance, background noise or non-speech sound such 
as a cough (page 653, section 3. Verification, first paragraph). In addition, Stifelman 
discloses detecting noise and comparing it to a predetermined threshold (column 24 
lines 34-37). When the noise exceeds the predetermined threshold value a fall-back flag 
is set, which indicates voice recognition errors. The system then tries to correct the 
recognition error, in order to complete the barge-in. Strom and Stifelman both disclose 
systems to prevent falsely triggered barge-ins. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use a S/N (signal-to-noise ratio) feature value, and have the barge-in 
function set to be effective in a case where the S/N feature value exceeds a 
predetermined threshold value in Strom, since it would enable the system to distinguish 
between noise or other audible signals and a user voice input, and prevent the system 
from needlessly interrupting the delivery of content, as indicated in Stifelman (column 
19 lines 26-29 and column 23 lines 24-27). 

As per claim 4, Strom discloses the voice interactive system according to claim 1 , 
however Strom does not explicitly state wherein at least one of the one or more feature 
values is positional information of the user detected from the input signal from the 
external input, an environment evaluation value of a position of the user is calculated 
based on the positional information and environmental information, and the barge-in 
function is set to be non-effective in the case where the environment evaluation value 
exceeds a predetermined value. Stifelman discloses that a fall-back flag is set when 
information is provided from the audio signal that indicates a low match environment is 
present (column 24 lines 32-34). A users location, which can be easily determined 
through GPS, provides an indication of their location, and thus environment. Many 
common public areas are very noisy, each with a specific type of common background 
noise. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have one or more feature values as positional information of the user 
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detected from the input signal from the external input, an environment evaluation value 
of a position of the user is calculated based on the positional information and 
environmental information, and the barge-in function is set to be non-effective in the 
case where the environment evaluation value exceeds a predetermined value in Strom, 
since it would enable the system to distinguish between noise, or other environment 
specific audible signals, and a user voice input, and prevent the system from needlessly 
interrupting the delivery of content, as indicated in Stifelman (column 19 lines 26-29 
and column 23 lines 24-27). 

As per claims 6,7 and 8, Strom in view of Stifelman disclose the voice interactive 
system according to claims 2,3 and 4, and Storm further discloses wherein the voice 
interacting part notifies the user of an effective/non-effective state of the barge-in 
function using at least one of a voice and another information transmission unit (page 
654, section 5. Declining Barge-in, the system uses pre-emphasis and increasing of the 
loudness of the system output to indicate to the user that a barge-in was not allowed 
(non-effective)). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. Please see PTO-892 form. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dorothy Sarah Siedler whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1067. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 9:30am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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